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Family Systems Theory provides a framework for examining how values are transmitted
between family members, and the overall impact transmission has on familial well-being. While
familial emotional closeness has been linked to older-adult well-being, there is still a lack of
research investigating the influence of ideological agreement between family members. This
study examined grandparent-child and grandparent-grandchild dyads to assess the extent to
which level of agreement on religious and political ideological beliefs moderates the relation
between perceived intergenerational emotional closeness and well-being in grandparents.
Affectual solidarity ratings among the generations, as well as religious ideological differences
between grandparents and grandchildren, were found to influence well-being in grandparents.
Model fit was excellent for both moderation models. These findings suggest that emotional
closeness is a predominant factor in predicting well-being in grandparents that may not be as
heavily influenced by the level of agreement on ideological beliefs, as is often assumed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
It’s well-known that the physical aging process can impact older adults’ life satisfaction
(Gana et al., 2013) and psychological well-being (Steptoe et al., 2015; Stone, Schwartz et al.,
2010), but what about the influence of socioemotional factors such as the quality of the
relationship with one’s family? By the age of 65, most people are parents, and 96% of all adults
have at least one grandchild (David & Nelson-Kakulla, 2019). Ties to family have been shown to
relate to older adults’ well-being and mental health (Thomas et al., 2017), especially in the
presence of conflict or ambivalence (Widmer et al., 2018). But what about when those family
members don’t get along?
Family Systems Theory
Recently, generational differences on sociopolitical issues have become salient points of
discussion within the United States. Ideological differences between generations have the
potential to cause tension within family systems (Clarke et al., 1999). Family has long been
considered a main source of social support in older age (Shanas, 1979), and these relationships
have been shown to influence older adults’ well-being in both a positive and negative sense
(Thomas et al., 2017). What then may happen when there are ideological differences between
family members? Does this additional tension influence the relation between familial closeness
and well-being for the older adult? One possible theory that may help answer this line of
questioning is the Family Systems Theory (Bowen, 1974). This theory focuses on how changes
1

within a family system impact the overall functioning of the family, as well as the functioning of
its individual members. The theory posits that families are so interconnected and interdependent
that any change within the functioning of one member would cause a predictable reactionary
change in the functioning of other family members (Kerr, 2000). While a certain amount of
interdependence and tension exists within all families, when tension increases, the level of
interconnectedness can become stressful instead of consolatory. The theory seeks to explain the
processes by which tension moves throughout family systems and how problems may develop,
both at the family and individual member levels.
The theory itself is comprised of eight theoretical concepts which seek to explain the
dysfunction and change within family systems (Kerr, 2000). “Triangular Relationships” imply
that there are three-person relationships within larger family systems. Varying levels of tension
cause shifts within these triangles, causing the relational dynamics to continuously alter. The
“Nuclear Family Emotional Process” outlines four relationship patterns (marital conflict,
dysfunction in one spouse, impairment of one or more children, and emotional distance) which
commonly result in the development of discourse within families. The “Family Projection
Process” summarizes how parents relay their emotional problems to their children, subsequently
influencing the child’s risk for negative outcomes. Through this aspect of the theory, Bowen
posited that parents may transmit problems, as well as strengths, to their children. The concept of
“Emotional Cutoff” posits that when there are unresolved issues within the family system,
members may reduce or cutoff emotional ties entirely with the members involved. “Sibling
Position,” taken from Toman (1961), holds that there are characteristics common to individuals
who share similar position in birth order, explaining how these individuals may interact within
their combined family systems. Finally, “Societal Emotional Processes” seek to explain how
2

emotional systems influence societal behavior as a whole. The remaining two concepts,
“Differentiation of Self” and “Multigenerational Transmission Process” are more salient when
seeking to answer the previously posited question regarding the impact of ideological differences
on family systems.
Differentiation of Self
Within social groups, conformity to values and beliefs is a common practice (Asch,
1955), although there are variations that exist between people. An individual within a system can
either have a well-defined sense of self that they hold with strong conviction, or they can have
what Bowen (1974) referred to as a ‘pseudo-self,’ i.e., inconsistent life principles that may shift
given the situation at hand. While an individual’s sense of self is developed early in life, familial
influences can alter its development, resulting in either more or less differentiation from the
family system (Kerr, 2000). Individuals with less differentiation rely on the approval of others
and are more likely to conform. Individuals with more differentiation tend to have a healthy
dependence on others and remain calm in the face of adversity and criticism. The actions of this
individual take into consideration their thoughts and feelings and are less likely to be swayed by
the pressures of others, even those within the family system. Individuals with more
differentiation generally hold more conviction in their beliefs. Families with less differentiation
and more interdependence have less ability to adapt well to the presence of stressors, increasing
the likelihood of negative outcomes (Kerr, 2000). It follows then that more differentiation may
increase the family system’s adaptability to stressful events.

3

Multigenerational Transmission Process
Following the idea of “Differentiation of Self” is the concept of the “Multigenerational
Transmission Process.” This transmission process occurs through relational and genetic means to
create an individual’s sense of self. Generally, a child will have a level of differentiation similar
to their parents, but within siblings there may be a child with more differentiation, and one with
less. These siblings may then find partners who complement their level of differentiation. For
example, an individual with a low degree of differentiation may find a partner who is assuring
and is able to direct their behaviors for them. Then the sibling pair will themselves have children
who also have varying levels of differentiation from their parents, resulting in family lines with
varying levels of differentiation. As children differentiate themselves more from their parents
(Kerr, 2000), it follows that there may be even further differentiation between children and
grandparents, who are one further generation removed. Levels of differentiation have been linked
to various life outcomes, such as marital stability and health, which can explain differences
within outcomes in multigenerational family lines (Kerr, 2000). This process impacts the
development of differentiation of self and interactions with others throughout the lifetime.
To summarize, older adults’ psychological well-being is directly tied to their
relationships with their family, and relationships with younger generations become increasingly
important as we age. Bowen’s Family Systems Theory provides a useful framework for
highlighting the mechanisms by which agreement or disagreement on important issues between
generations may impact family relationships, and thus the well-being of older adult grandparents.
Specifically, the multigenerational transmission process may result in grandparents having less in
common with their grandchildren than their children, and differentiation of self may result in
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older adults, from families with more differentiation between members, having higher levels of
wellbeing.
Intergenerational Solidarity Theory
Another useful theory for explaining intergenerational cohesion is the Intergenerational
Solidarity Theory (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). The theory is comprised of six different
dimensions to explain relational patterns: associational (frequency and patterns of contact),
affectual (positive sentiments among family members and reciprocity of liking), consensual
(agreement among family on worldview, attitudes, values, and beliefs), functional (resource
exchanging and support), normative (commitment to familial roles and completion of familial
obligations), and structural (intergenerational interaction determined by geographic proximity).
While all six components have the potential to affect family relationships, the current study will
focus on the Affectual and Consensual components, as they are most closely related to the
previously identified components of interest in Bowen’s Family Systems Theory.
Affectual Solidarity
While family structure and cohesion may have changed in recent years due to social and
demographic changes in society, family relationships continue to function as a means of
promoting social bonds and preventing exclusion (Cavallotti et al., 2017). This suggests that
emotional closeness within families serves many functions beyond the surface level comfort
provided. Emotional closeness, or affectual solidarity, can be conceived as a complex and
multifaceted construct that is comprised of components such as liking, communication, and
relational satisfaction (Gronvold, 1988). While some level of affectual solidarity exists within all
family systems, the amount may vary depending on a variety of factors, such as the amount of
5

tension and conflict present within the system (Szydlik, 2008) and gender differences within the
relational dyads (Silverstein & Bengtson, 1997). While affectual solidarity has been studied
extensively within parent-child dyads, it has also been extended to other intergenerational
relationships, such as between grandparents and grandchildren, as well.
Much like with the research concerning parent-child affectual solidarity, there are factors
that influence the affective relationship and communication between grandparents and
grandchildren. One study found that parents may act as a mediator in the relationship between
grandparent and grandchild, such that the parent-child relationship predicts closeness with the
grandparent (Monserud, 2008). Another study found that grandparents in general express
affection for their grandchildren but may express more affection for biological grandchildren
than nonbiological ones (Mansson & Booth-Butterfield, 2011). Additional factors that may
influence the amount of affectual solidarity in grandparent-grandchild dyads include geographic
proximity (Dunifon & Bajracharya, 2012), frequency of contact (Hakoyama & MaloneBeach,
2013), and level of involvement in the grandchild’s life (Duflos et al., 2020). It is of note that due
to technological advances, it has become easier to maintain more consistent contact between
grandparents and grandchildren (Moffatt et al., 2013), allowing for more opportunities to
develop stronger ties with one another, despite geographical distance.
There is empirical support linking affectual solidarity and well-being in different familial
relationships. Family has been identified as a source of social support and strain, which can both
increase and decrease physical and mental well-being (Thomas et al., 2017). The quality of
familial relationships has been strongly linked to well-being in parent-child dyads (Merz et al.,
2009). Additionally, poor quality relationships within these dyads have been specifically
identified as having a detrimental impact on well-being in both the parents and children
6

(Polenick et al., 2018). Similarly, the quality of the relationship between grandparents and
grandchildren has been linked to well-being (Bengtson, 2001), even when controlling for the
quality of the relationship with the parent of the grandchild (Mahne & Huxhold, 2015). When
contact with the grandchild is lost, a decrease in grandparental subjective well-being has been
noted (Drew & Silverstein, 2007). This suggests that the relationship between grandparents and
grandchildren plays a strong role in the maintenance of grandparental well-being. However,
relationship quality does not just impact the well-being for grandparents, but grandchildren as
well. For example, recent research has shown that stronger relationships with grandparents may
act as a buffer for the well-being of grandchildren whose parents have divorced (Jappens & Van
Bavel, 2020). To summarize, the existing research shows that affectual solidarity in
multigenerational relationships predicts one’s subjective well-being.
Consensual Solidarity
It is worth reiterating that affectual solidarity is but a single component of
intergenerational solidarity. While emotional closeness plays a strong role in familial cohesion,
consensual solidarity likewise is similarly influential. Values and beliefs develop not only due to
individual experiences, but also from familial transmission. This transmission process from
parent to child can vary from exact transmission (no variation in values between parent and
child) to no transmission (no similarity in values between parent and child; Schönpflug, 2001), as
discussed in Bowen’s Multigenerational Transmission Process. However, these are two extremes
that are unlikely to occur and therefore there is some level of values and beliefs agreement, or
consensual solidarity, that exists within the family system. There are numerous factors that may
influence the transmission of values between parent and child, such as relational and
sociodevelopmental factors that exist within the family system, and in the culture as a whole.
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Which values are transmitted are dependent upon the parent’s own values and the norms within
the specific culture at the time (Tam, 2015). For example, in a study conducted on Singaporeans,
it was found that the more parents endorsed a cultural value or considered it to be a cultural
norm, the more they wanted to transmit this value to their children (Tam & Lee, 2010). While
transmission of beliefs and values is predominately done through parental influence,
transmission can also occur through grandparents. In a survey of college-aged young adults,
Brussoni and Boon (1998) found that grandparent-grandchild closeness was significantly related
to the extent to which the grandparent influenced different facets of their lives, including the
adoption of beliefs and values. The importance of transmitting values to grandchildren may be
particularly important for grandparents within specific cultures with more traditional customs
and beliefs (Mokuau et al., 2015). While many beliefs and values are transmitted from parents to
their children, of particular interest, and the topic of many previous studies, are religious and
political ideologies.
Religious Consensual Solidarity
Parents have long been identified as a primary source of religious ideology transmission
in their children (Clark et al., 1988; Hayes & Pittelkow, 1993). More recent studies have found
evidence to suggest that familial religious participation has been linked to increased involvement
and higher quality relationship ratings from parents (King, 2004), as well as higher relationship
ratings from adult children (King et al., 2013). Additional studies have sought to examine the
multigenerational transmission process of religious ideology. One such study found that
grandparents significantly influence grandchildren’s religious involvement and socialization
(initially found at the baseline examination in 1971), but this influence lessened over the 29-year
span of the longitudinal study (Bengtson et al., 2009). Additionally, the researchers found
8

evidence to suggest that parents and grandparents both serve as transmitters of religious
socialization in conjunction with each other, but also independently to some extent. Further
research has shown that there may be a gender influence in the transmission process between
grandmothers and granddaughters in particular (Bengtson et al., 2009; Copen & Silverstein,
2008).
Political Consensual Solidarity
Family has also long been identified as the primary source for political socialization
(Davies, 1965). It has also been accepted that this process is not simply limited to the parentchild relationship, but instead is a multigenerational transmission process (Beck & Jennings,
1975). This line of research suggests that grandparents socialize their children, who then find
spouses with similar beliefs or their spouse adopts their beliefs, and then the political ideology is
ultimately transmitted to the grandchild. Transmission of these beliefs is strongest when there are
no disagreements within the household about partisan issues, specifically between the parents of
the grandchild. Additionally, fitting with Bowen’s Multigenerational Transmission Process
component of Family Systems Theory (Bowen, 1974), the similarity between proximate
generations was found to be higher than between the grandparents and grandchildren (Beck &
Jennings, 1975); this finding may be due to changing sociopolitical views over the course of time
between the generations.
Consensual Solidarity and Familial Tension
As stated previously, ideological differences within family systems can introduce
additional tension. Differing values concerning religion and politics have been noted as causing
discord in adult parent-child relationships (Clarke et al., 1999). When there are value
9

disagreements, adult children may choose to avoid conflict by avoiding contentious topics, such
as politics (Levinsen & Yndigegn, 2015). However, sometimes these conversations occur despite
attempts to avoid them. In these situations, conflict may occur and negatively impact the wellbeing of family members, particularly the older adults (Widmer et al., 2018). Therefore, there is
a potential link between ideology discrepancies within families and well-being.
Interaction of Affectual and Consensual Solidarity
In testing the initial model of intergenerational solidarity, Bengston and colleagues
(1976) found that the three dimensions included at the time (affectual, associational, and
consensual) were highly interdependent in small groups. This led the researchers to believe that
one could predict an individual’s score on the other dimensions given one known score (i.e., if
affectual solidarity was high, it would be reasonable to predict high ratings of associational and
consensual solidarity as well). However, later research found evidence suggesting that the three
solidarity types were not dimensions of a single construct (Atkinson et al., 1986) and that, while
affectual and associational solidarity were moderately correlated, they were independent from
consensual solidarity (Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). These findings prompted a reformulation of
the model that included the three additional solidarity dimensions and an assumption that
consensual solidarity is independent from the other constructs (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). This
assumption was justified through reasoning that within adult parent-child dyads there is a
societal expectation of mutual liking and reciprocal assistance, but deviations in ideology are to
be expected among generations due to experiential differences. According to Bengtson and
Roberts, ideological differences may be put aside or ignored so that interaction and affection are
not interrupted (1991).
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Further support for Affectual and Consensual Solidarity being independently correlated
constructs was found in a recent study by Hwang and colleagues (2019), who sought to examine
the moderating role of religious similarity in the relation between parent type (biological parents
versus step-parents) and affectual solidarity. The researchers found that it is more so the
concordance of religious beliefs and affiliations, and not necessarily the frequency of religious
participation, that may benefit the relationship between parents and children, specifically within
father-child dyads. The researchers additionally found evidence to suggest that having the same
religious affiliation in mother-child dyads have higher initial levels of affectual solidarity, while
father-child dyads have an increase in affectual solidarity over time. The researchers additionally
posited that having differing religious beliefs could induce conflict that reduces affectual
solidarity over time.

11

CHAPTER II
CURRENT STUDY
As outlined above, previous research has found that affectual solidarity and consensual
solidarity are related to the psychological wellbeing of family members. However, the precise
mechanisms of these relations have yet to be explored. The purpose of the current study was to
examine the relation between affectual solidarity, consensual solidarity, and older adults’ mental
health from an intergenerational perspective. Guided by Bowen’s Family Systems Theory and
Bengtson and Robert’s Intergenerational Solidarity Theory, the following predictions were
formed:
H1: It was predicted that affectual solidarity with the other generations would be
positively correlated with well-being, such that:
H1a: Affectual solidarity between Generation 2 (grandparents) and Generation 3
(middle generation) would be positively correlated with well-being in Generation
2.
H1b: Affectual solidarity between Generation 2 (grandparents) and Generation 4
(grandchildren) would be positively correlated with well-being in Generation 2.
H2: It was predicted that religious consensual solidarity would be positively correlated
with well-being, such that:
H2a: Religious consensual solidarity score differences between Generation 2 and
Generation 3 would be positively correlated with well-being in Generation 2.
12

H2b: Religious consensual solidarity score differences between Generation 2 and
Generation 4 would be positively correlated with well-being in Generation 2.
H3: It was predicted that political consensual solidarity would be positively correlated
with well-being, such that:
H3a: Political consensual solidarity score differences between Generation 2 and
Generation 3 would be positively correlated with well-being in Generation 2.
H3b: Political consensual solidarity score differences between Generation 2 and
Generation 4 would be positively correlated with well-being in Generation 2.
H4: It was predicted that the degree of association between consensual solidarity and
well-being would differ based on the type of consensual solidarity (religious or political).
H5: It was predicted that a model incorporating moderations of intergenerational political
and religious consensual solidarity on the relation between affectual solidarity and wellbeing between Generations 2 (grandparents) and 3 (middle generation) would have
adequate fit.
H6: It was predicted that a model incorporating moderations of intergenerational political
and religious consensual solidarity on the relation between affectual solidarity and wellbeing between Generations 2 (grandparents) and 4 (grandchildren) would have adequate
fit.
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CHAPTER III
METHOD
Participants and Procedure
Participants were selected from the Longitudinal Study of Generations (LSOG), a longterm study of 300 multigenerational families in California that began in 1971 (Silverstein &
Bengtson, 2019). Families were randomly selected from a subscriber list of a California Health
Maintenance Organization in Los Angeles and recruited by enlisting grandfathers (over the age
of 60) who were a part of a three-generation family. Within the LSOG, survey data was collected
from family members within three-generation families comprised of grandparents, middle-aged
parents, and grandchildren. The study was expanded in 1991 to include a fourth generation made
up of the great-grandchildren within the same families. Due to its generation-sequential design,
comparisons can be made between generations when at the same stage of life at differing
historical periods. A myriad of measures were included in the survey to measure effects of social
change on intergenerational solidarity or conflict across the four generations, on the ability of
families to buffer stressful life transitions, and on the transmission of values, resources, and
behaviors across generations (Silverstein & Bengtson, 2019). Data were collected utilizing a
variety of methods including computer-assisted self-interviews, face-to-face interviews, mail
questionnaires, self-enumerated questionnaires, and telephone interviews. Data were collected
initially in 1971 and then further collection took place in 1985, 1988, 1991, 1994, 1997, 2000,
and 2005.
14

Within the current study, only Generations 2, 3, and 4 were used from the eighth wave of
data, which was collected in 2005. Generation 1 (G1) was excluded from this study because only
26 of the original 516 members remained in the study due to general attrition or mortality effects.
Therefore, from Generation 4’s perspective, Generation 2 (G2; n = 419) represented
grandparents, Generation 3 (G3; n = 716) represented parents, and Generation 4 (G4; n = 638)
represented grandchildren. Participants were 1, 670 individuals ranging in age from 17 to 101,
with average ages of each generation being as follows: G2 = 76 years old (SD = 5.33, born
between 1911 and 1951), G3 = 53 years old (SD = 4.16, born between 1931 and 1968), and G4 =
29 years old (SD = 5.52, born between 1953 and 1988). More than half of the sample
(approximately 57%) were female, and the majority of respondents (51.9%) reported an annual
household income of less than $60,000. Participant demographic characteristics are reported in
Table 1. Note that Wave 8 did not include a measure of race and the original researchers report
technical difficulties making it impossible to merge Wave 8 data with the previous waves
(Silverstein & Bengtson, 2019). Therefore, race is reported in Table 1 as percentages from the
last available data where racial identity was measured, in Wave 4, and is not linked with specific
participants in Wave 8. However, we can assume that the percentages remain roughly consistent
from Wave 4 (1991) to Wave 8 (2005).

15

Table 1
Participant Demographics From Wave 8
G2
n

G3
n

G4
n

%
%
%
Race & Ethnicity*
White/Caucasian
603
86.0% 688
83.2%
172
4.9%
Black/African American 13
1.9%
17
2.1%
5
0.1%
Hispanic
12
1.7%
23
2.8%
10
0.3%
Native American
2
0.3%
6
0.7%
Other
53
7.6%
40
4.8%
6
0.2%
Missing
18
2.6%
Sex
Male
165
39.4% 296
41.3%
261
40.9%
Female
254
60.6% 383
53.5%
319
50.0%
Age Category
17 – 24
123
19.4%
25 – 29
217
34.0%
30 – 39
6
0.8%
216
33.8%
40 – 49
53
7.5%
23
3.7%
50 – 59
2
0.4%
577
80.5%
2
0.3%
> 60
412
98.3% 41
5.8%
Household Income
< $20,000
78
18.6% 63
8.8%
194
30.4%
$20,001 - $30,000
63
15.0% 42
5.9%
58
9.1%
$30,001 - $40,000
51
12.2% 49
6.8%
58
9.1%
$40,001 - $50,000
47
11.2% 51
7.1%
41
6.4%
$50,001 - $60,000
26
6.2%
51
7.1%
49
7.7%
≥ $60,001
105
25.1% 428
59.8%
192
30.1%
Education Level Obtained
No High School Degree 26
6.2%
9
1.3%
23
3.6%
Graduated High School
91
21.7% 76
10.6%
70
11.0%
or Vocational School
Specialized Technical,
56
13.4% 45
6.3%
45
7.1%
Business, or Other
Some College
115
27.4% 247
34.5%
217
34.0%
Graduated College
36
8.6%
148
20.7%
156
24.5%
Post-College Education
67
16%
177
24.7%
93
14.6%
*Racial information comes from Wave 4 (1991) of the LSOG data set.
Note: Only valid percentages are included in this table. Missing values were excluded.
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Measures
Solidarity Measures
Affectual Solidarity
An additive scale comprised of five items (Mangen et al., 1988) was given to all
participants in Wave 8 to gauge the degree of emotional closeness and sentiment between
generations. The scale includes items such as “Taking everything into consideration how close
do you feel is the relationship between you and your (study child/grandchild) at this point in your
life?” and “How is communication between yourself and your (study child/grandchild)? That is,
how well can you exchange ideas or talk about things that really concern you at this point in your
life?” Participants were asked to respond to these items regarding individuals within each
generation that were also included in the study (G1, G2, G3, and G4). Six Likert response
categories were provided to answer these questions (ex: “1 – not at all close” to “6 – extremely
close”). A recent study utilized the LSOG data to examine parent-child dyads over several waves
(Waves 5 through 8) and found high reliability across the four waves (α = .89; Hwang et al.,
2019).
Political Consensual Solidarity
Three items were adapted from Jeffries and Ransford (1972; Silverstein & Bengtson,
2019) to measure political beliefs in terms of conservative versus liberal political ideology. The
scale includes items such as “Most people on welfare are lazy; they just don’t do a good day’s
work and so cannot get hired.” and “The United States should be ready to answer any challenge
to its power, anywhere in the world.” Four Likert response categories were provided to answer
these questions (ex: “1 – Strongly agree” to “4 – Strongly disagree”). To measure the level of
intergenerational similarity or agreement in beliefs and values, the absolute value of difference
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scores between generational rankings (i.e., the absolute value of G2’s scores on political items
minus G3 and G4’s scores on these same items) was calculated to determine the “degree of
consensus” on political ideology, as this was the preferred method suggested by the survey
authors within the codebook (Silverstein & Bengtson, 2019).
Religious Consensual Solidarity
Four items were adapted from Comrey and Newmeyer (1965; Silverstein & Bengtson,
2019) to measure religious ideology. The scale included items such as “This country would be
better off if religion had a greater influence on daily life.” and “All people alive today are
descendants of Adam and Eve.” Four Likert response categories were provided to answer these
questions (ex: “1 – Strongly agree” to “4 – Strongly disagree”). Similar to Political Consensual
Solidarity, the absolute value of difference scores between generational rankings was taken to
determine the degree of consensus on religious ideology (Silverstein & Bengtson, 2019). A
previous study utilized the fourth wave of the LSOG data to examine religious beliefs and was
found to be strongly reliable in grandchildren (α = .92), mothers (α = .87), fathers (α = .86), and
grandmothers (α = .82; Copen & Silverstein, 2008).
Well-being Measures
Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression (CES-D) scale
The 20-item Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression (CES-D; Radloff, 1977) was
used to measure the frequency of self-reported depressive symptoms experienced within the past
week. The scale includes items such as “I was bothered by things that don’t usually bother me.”
and “I did not feel like eating, my appetite was poor.” Items correspond to six major facets of
depression: depressed mood, feelings of guilt and worthlessness, feelings of helplessness and
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hopelessness, psychomotor retardation, loss of appetite, and sleep disturbance. Response options
range from “0 – Rarely or None of the Time” to “3 – Most or Almost All of the Time.” Possible
scores range from zero to sixty, with a suggested cutoff score of 16 or greater as signifying
noteworthy symptomology. The CES-D has been shown to be a reliable (α = .85 in community
samples and α =.90 in clinical samples; Radloff, 1977) and valid (construct, discriminant, and
concurrent) measure. Additionally, the measure has been found to be valid and reliable within
different age groups (Cosco et al., 2017; Lewinsohn et al., 1997; Radloff, 1991). Depressive
symptomology has been linked to lower ratings on perceived well-being within the literature, and
was therefore utilized within the current study to predict well-being (Stein & Heimberg, 2004).
Bradburn Scale of Psychological Well-being
The Bradburn Scale of Psychological Well-being, also known as the Affect Balance
Scale, (Bradburn, 1969) measures positive and negative affect. The scale includes items such as
“During the past few weeks, did you ever feel particularly excited or interested in something?”
and “During the past few weeks, did you ever feel so restless that you couldn’t sit long in a
chair?” to measure positive and negative affect respectively. Each distinct component is made up
of five questions and participants respond with either “Yes” or “No” to each question. The “No”
score is subtracted from the “Yes” score to create an affect difference score, which measures
balanced affect. Additionally, the positive scores and negative scores can be conceptualized as
measuring aspects of positive and negative affect individually. In testing the reliability of this
measure, Bradburn (1969) found that the test-retest reliability values over a three-day period for
Positive Affect (r = .83), Negative Affect (r = .81), and Balanced Affect (r = .76) were
acceptable. Additionally, internal consistency for Positive Affect (α = .55 to .73) and Negative
Affect (α =.61 to .73) were adequate. The measure was found to be moderately valid when the
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components were correlated with single-item indicators of happiness (r = .34 to .38) and negative
affect (r = -.33 to -.38), respectively. Frequently experienced positive affect and infrequent
negative affect have been shown to predict higher subjective well-being (Andrews & Withey,
1976).
Satisfaction with Life
Three questions were asked to gauge general life satisfaction: “I am alone too much,” “I
don’t have enough friends,” and “Taking everything into consideration, how would you say
things are going for you these days?” Four response options were provided, ranging from “1 –
Strongly Agree/Very Happy” to “4 – Strongly Disagree/Very Unhappy.” Life satisfaction has
been strongly linked to subjective well-being within the current body of literature (Andrews &
Withey, 1976).
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSES
Data Screening
Power Analyses
The necessary sample size was determined using Jackson’s N:q Rule (Jackson, 2003), as
recommended by Kline (2011), as empirically valid for maximum likelihood-based structural
equation models. This ratio should be 20:1 in terms of participants to each estimated parameter
in the model. Within the current study, a 20:1 ratio with ten model parameters requires a
necessary sample of at least 200 cases, which is exceeded by the 1, 670 participants present
within the three generations.
Missing Data
Within the study variables, there was a variable amount of missing data between the
generations noted by the researchers, ranging from 1.2% to 25.1% (see Table 2). In examining
the proportion of missingness for the study variables, multiple imputation at the item-level was
deemed the most appropriate means of handling the missing data. While some study variables
had inconsequential levels of missingness (< 5-10%; Bennett, 2001; Schafer, 1999), other
variables had up to 25.1% missingness present. As such, multiple imputation was utilized for all
study items to ensure that missing data was addressed consistently. Since all remaining study
variables were comprised of scale scores on questionnaires, imputation occurred at the item-level
and not at the scale-level due to the potential loss in power that has been identified within the
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literature when utilizing the scale-level approach (Gottschall et al., 2012). The Multiple
Imputation package add-on for SPSS version 28.0 was utilized to generate 5 imputations.
Imputation-specific means and standard errors from the summed scales for each imputation
model were generated so that a comparison to the original data could be made. The researcher
chose the imputation model that most closely aligned with the original data set’s parameters. A
Generation 2-specific data set was then created where scaled score values from Generations 3
and 4 were merged utilizing family code identifiers.
Table 2
Average Missing Data Proportion for Each Scale
G2
G3
G4
n
%
n
%
n
%
Affectual Solidarity with G3
16
4.02
Affectual Solidarity with G4
90
21.68
Religious Beliefs
38
9.18
59
8.38
68
10.73
Political Beliefs
23
5.63
60
8.43
60
9.50
Depressive Symptoms (CESD)
10
2.39
Psychological Well-Being (BABS)
14
3.52
Positive Affect
15
3.76
Negative Affect
13
3.28
Life Satisfaction
19
4.70
Note: The total sample size for the generations is as follows: G2 = 419, G3 = 716, and
G4 = 683. Dash lines represent items that were present in the data set but not included in the
analyses for the current study due to the central focus on G2 outcomes.
While multiple imputation allowed for the reasonable replacement at the item-level, there
were a number of missing cases identified due to attrition. For example, some Generation 2
individuals had family identifiers for their child and/or grandchild listed in the data set, but the
child and/or grandchild was missing entirely from the data set. These individuals may have
responded in prior waves of data, but did not respond within the current wave (Wave 8). Each
Generation 2 case was coded as either containing complete case information or missing
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information from either Generation 3 or 4 report. Comparison analyses were conducted to
analyze the differences between complete cases and those with missing intergenerational
information utilizing available information from Generation 2 (i.e., demographics and scores on
affectual ratings toward G3 and G4; refer to Table 3). Following the removal of incomplete
cases, there were a remaining 336 and 239 complete cases reporting solidarity with G3 and G4,
respectively. These remaining cases met the recommended amount to attain sufficient statistical
power per Jackson (2003) and Kline (2011; minimum 200 cases given the parameters of the
model).
Table 3
Comparisons of Complete- vs Missing-Cases
Complete
M
SD

Missing
M
SD

t-test

Generation 3 (G3)
Affectual Solidarity
22.14
5.75
22.33
5.56
-.27
Age
76.62
4.94
74.52
5.83
3.32**
Household Income
6.64
4.18
6.39
5.23
.45
Education
4.71
1.65
4.58
1.61
.66
Generation 4 (G4)
Affectual Solidarity
19.54
5.99
18.31
5.44
2.16*
Age
76.80
5.03
75.41
5.29
2.74**
Household Income
6.66
4.37
6.49
4.48
.36
Education
4.6
1.66
4.81
1.62
-1.26
Note: *t-test is significant at the .05 level; **t-test is significant at the .01 level

Cohen’s d
.41
.21
.27
-

Hypotheses 1-3
The first three hypotheses, and their sub-parts, were tested utilizing Pearson’s r bivariate
correlations to determine the causality between the independent variable (affectual solidarity)
and the moderator (consensual solidarity).
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Hypothesis 4
The fourth hypothesis was tested using Fisher’s Z-Transformation to determine if the
type of consensual solidarity had an impact on the degree of association between consensual
solidarity and well-being by comparing the correlation values.
Hypotheses 5-6
Structural equation modeling was used to analyze the moderation of consensual solidarity
(global, religious, and political) on affectual solidarity (between G2 and G3, as well as between
G2 and G4) and well-being in G4. There was one latent variable present within the model, wellbeing, which was comprised of psychological well-being, depression, and life satisfaction.
Observed variables included affectual solidarity between G2 and G3, as well as between G2 and
G4; and the absolute value of difference score in consensual solidarity type (religious and
political) between G2 and G3, as well as between G2 and G4. As described in the hypotheses,
the two types of consensual solidarity were expected to moderate the relation between
intergenerational affectual solidarity and well-being in G2. Model fit was assessed using model
chi-square, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA),
and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The suggested cutoff values for each are
as follows: CFI ≥ .90, RMSEA < .08, and SRMR < .08 indicate good fit (Hooper et al., 2008;
Kline, 2011).
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS
Correlations
Hypothesis 1, that affectual solidarity with other generations would be positively
correlated with well-being in G2, was supported. Well-being was positively correlated with
affectual solidarity ratings from G2 for both G3 (r = .15, p = .01) and G4 (r = .14, p = .03).
Hypothesis 2, that religious consensual solidarity difference scores would be positively
correlated with well-being in G2, was not supported. However, a significant negative correlation
was found between religious consensual solidarity in G4 relationships and well-being (r = -.18, p
= .01), and there was not a significant correlation between G3 religious consensual solidarity
scores and well-being (r = .08, p = .15). Hypothesis 3, that political consensual solidarity
difference scores would be positively correlated with well-being in G2, was not supported. Wellbeing was not significantly correlated with political consensual solidarity difference scores in the
G3 (r = .08, p = .14) or G4 (r = -.01, p = .93) relationships.
Hypothesis 4, that the degree of association between consensual solidarity and well-being
in G2 would differ based on the type of consensual solidarity (i.e., political versus religious), was
partially supported. Political and religious consensual solidarity difference scores between G2
and G4 varied in their relation to well-being in G2 (z = -1.9, p < .05). However, political and
religious consensual solidarity scores did not vary the influence on well-being in G2 for G3 (z = .03, p > .05). Additional correlations between study variables can be found in Table 4.
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Moderations
AMOS 28.0 was used to examine the interaction between affectual solidarity and
consensual solidarity types (i.e., religious and political) on grandparental well-being (i.e.
depressive symptoms, psychological well-being, and life satisfaction) between generations. The
moderation models were tested for adequate fit using the suggested cutoff values from Hooper
and colleagues (2008) and Kline (2011). Hypothesis 5, that a model incorporating moderations
of intergenerational political and religious consensual solidarity on the relation between affectual
solidarity and well-being between G2 and G3 would have adequate fit, was supported. Affectual
solidarity ratings from G2 were positively associated with well-being in G2. However, religious
and political consensual solidarity difference scores, and their subsequent interactions with
affectual solidarity ratings, were not significantly associated with well-being in G2. The
specified model was found to have excellent fit, as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1
Standardized Moderation Model for G3-Focused Variables

Note: * indicates p < .01. ** indicates p < .001. Error terms for endogenous variables omitted for
clarity. Exogenous variables were freely correlated. χ2(17) = 24.65, p = .10. CFI = .98, RMSEA
= .04, SRMR = .03.
Hypothesis 6, that a model incorporating moderations of intergenerational political and
religious consensual solidarity on the relation between affectual solidarity and well-being
between G2 and G4 would have adequate fit, was supported. Religious consensual solidarity
difference scores were negatively associated with well-being in G2. However, affectual
solidarity ratings from G2 and political consensual solidarity difference scores were not
significantly associated with well-being in G2. The specified model was found to have excellent
fit, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
Standardized Moderation Model for G4-Focused Variables

Note: * indicates p < .01. ** indicates p < .001. Error terms for endogenous variables omitted for
clarity. Exogenous variables were freely correlated. χ2(17) = 21.03, p = .23. CFI = .99, RMSEA
= .03, SRMR = .03.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION
The current study sought to examine the influence of differences in ideological beliefs on
the relation between familial emotional closeness and well-being in grandparents from an
intergenerational perspective. Results indicate that well-being in the grandparental generation is
positively influenced by the reported level of emotional closeness with their children and
grandchildren. These findings are consistent with existing literature which found that positive
emotional closeness between family members increases well-being within both parent-child and
grandparent-grandchild relationships (Bengtson, 2001; Merz, et al., 2009; Swartz, 2009).
Contrary to what was predicted, the difference scores in ideological beliefs between
generations did not positively influence well-being in grandparents. Instead, the results showed
that the difference in religious beliefs between grandparents and grandchildren negatively
influenced well-being in grandparents. This suggests that as the level of disagreement on
religious values increases the well-being ratings in grandparents decrease. This deviation
between grandparent and grandchild religious ideological beliefs is in line with the concepts of
differentiation of self and multigenerational transmission (Kerr, 2000), such that the level of
differentiation was greater between these dyads than the parent-child ones. It is worth noting that
recent studies and reports have revealed a declining trend in religiosity within the U.S., such that
each successive cohort is less religious than its predecessor (Pew Research Center, 2007; Voas &
Chaves, 2016). The influence of differing religious ideological beliefs may therefore be naturally
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greater when the generations are further removed and the U.S. deviates from more secular
beliefs.
Regardless of the potential cause, the deviation in religious concordance was found to
negatively influence grandparental mental health in the current study. This particular impact may
be explained by the potential for conflict or disagreement that may occur in families where there
are ideological differences. Studies have shown that there is increased conflict within families
when grandchildren are raised in a different faith/denomination than their grandparents
(Kornhaber, 2002) or when the commitment to religion varies between grandparents and other
family members (Parker et al., 2003, as cited in King et al., 2006). This familial conflict has been
shown to impact well-being in older adults overall (Widmer et al., 2018), but may not necessarily
influence the emotional closeness experienced between grandparents and grandchildren due to
potential avoidance of contentious topics (Levinsen & Yndigegn, 2015).
The degree of difference in political ideological beliefs did not significantly influence
well-being within either the parent-child or grandparent-grandchild dyads. Political ideology has
been strongly linked to intergenerational transmission, with more distal generations having less
agreement on political ratings than more proximal generations (Beck & Jennings, 1975). In
general, generational differences in political ideology have been identified. Polls have shown that
the ‘Silents’ generation (which encompasses most of Generation 2 within the current study)
endorses consistently conservative views (Pew Research Center, 2018). Both the ‘Boomer’
(Generation 3) and ‘Gen X’ (most of Generation 4) generations express consistently or mostly
liberal views, while ‘Millennials’ (the remainder of Generation 4) endorse the most consistently
liberal positions.
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However, questions asked within the current study can be thought of as representing
more politically conservative values along financial views (i.e., rating agreement with statements
such as “Most people on welfare are lazy” and “It’s a person’s duty to work”). These questions
gauge a more limited political view and may be explained by some potential cohort effects, since
the current study utilized a wave of data collected in 2005. During this time, an economic
fluctuation occurred that influenced many economic views (i.e., consumer spending decreased,
stock fluctuations, and the decline of the housing bubble; Porter & Bajaj, 2006) and general
money worries were increasing for the average American (Pew Research Center, 2007). Due to
this potential perceived financial insecurity, the overall support for government financial
assistance may have varied beyond their individual or generationally transmitted values (Tosun
et al., 2018). This financial insecurity may be reflected by reports that found that while support
for government financial assistance grew during this time, there were also predominant beliefs
that low-income individuals have become “too dependent” upon government assistance (Pew
Research Center, 2007).
The other item included within the political ideology aspect of the current study focused
more on perceived national strength (i.e., rating agreement with the statement “The U.S. should
be ready to answer any challenge”). In general, trends suggest that older generations typically
display more nationalist beliefs than younger generations, who display a lack of any strong
patriotic sentiments (Bart & DiMaggio, 2016). For example, polls have shown that 90% of the
‘Silents’ generation (which includes most of Generation 2 in the current study), 91% of the
‘Boomer’ generation (much of Generation 3), 86% of ‘Gen X’ (a large proportion of Generation
4), and 70% of ‘Millennials’ (the remaining portion of Generation 4) endorse being “very
patriotic” (Pew Research Center, 2013). However, reports found that following the terrorist
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attacks on U.S. soil in 2001, support for military strength as a means of ensuring peace was a
belief held by the majority that remained elevated until 2007 (Pew Research Center, 2007).
While there may have been standard differences between generations in nationalistic views,
historical cohort effects during data collection may have influenced the response ratings on this
item.
With both aspects of consensual solidarity (religious and political), it is worth mentioning
that the authors of the data set suggested calculating an absolute value of the difference score
when examining the level of consensual solidarity. However, this may have influenced the
results such that one respondent may have endorsed high political conservative ideology, while
another endorsed low. Calculating an absolute value difference score here may have negated the
difference between the respondents, potentially influencing the overall results of the study.
The overall influence of differing religious values between grandparents and
grandchildren was found to have a more impactful influence on grandparental well-being than
political differences. This is most likely due to the level of differentiation that occurred uniquely
with religious values. In general, religious values, beliefs, and activity have been shown to vary
in conjunction with both positive and negative life events (Albrecht & Cornwall, 1989), whereas
political beliefs have been shown to be more stable over the long term (Peterson et al., 2020).
However, the differentiation and stability of political beliefs may not be reflected accurately
within the current study due to the nature of questions asked within the political realm, as
discussed previously.
While ideological beliefs were not found to influence the relation between emotional
closeness and grandparental well-being in intergenerational families, the overall models fit the
existing data excellently. Moderation was most likely not achieved due in part to the
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measurement of ideological beliefs and potential historical effects on ideological beliefs, as
discussed previously. Additionally, there may be stronger transmission of values or more
homogeneity in general between participants, resulting in less deviation in ideological beliefs.
Another potential factor that may explain the lack of influence of ideological beliefs on
emotional closeness and well-being may be explained by the willingness to put aside ideological
differences so that interaction and affection are not affected (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991).
Both affectual and consensual solidarity may have been further influenced by factors not
examined within the current study. For example, structural solidarity (another aspect of
intergenerational solidarity), encompasses intergenerational interactions as determined by
geographic proximity (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). One study found a complex relation between
geographical distance and religiosity in mother-daughter dyads. The researchers found that
mothers whose daughters immigrated to Israel due to increases in religiosity initially held more
negative or ambivalent views of the religious differences but supported the relocation (Sands &
Roer-Strier, 2003). Over time however, religiosity was viewed more positively and the relocation
as more negative. The differences in geographic proximity and religiosity were found to
increase differentiation between the proximal generations and intergenerational family continuity
was maintained. This finding supports the influence between affectual and consensual solidarity,
such that the perceived emotional closeness between family members may be preserved even
when there are differences. Additionally, it provides evidence to suggest that other forms of
intergenerational solidarity may influence this complex relation overall.
A final factor that may influence the moderation pertains to potentially elevated reports
of perceived emotional closeness between the generations, influencing the overall interaction
between affectual and consensual solidarity on grandparental well-being. The “intergenerational
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stake hypothesis” suggests that Generation 2 may be more emotionally invested in their
relationships with their children and grandchildren than the reverse (Shapiro, 2004; Spalding &
Carpenter, 2018). As such, there is the potential that grandparents included within the current
study may have an inflated perception of how emotionally close they are with their family
members, which may influence the rest of the model.
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions
This study provides a framework through the created models for studying a complex
association of concepts that have the potential to influence familial well-being. This was the first
study to evaluate intergenerational solidarity from the grandparent perspective and the influence
that it may hold over these specific individuals. While previous research has been conducted on
parent-child dyads regarding affectual and consensual solidarity (Hwang et al., 2019), this was
the first study to examine multigenerational dyads in regards to these aspects of
multigenerational solidarity. The current study continues to expand the growing body of
literature on the importance of familial closeness on overall well-being, and further highlighted
the impact of religious differences within the grandparent-grandchild dyad.
There are limitations to the current study that needs to be addressed in future research.
The current study utilized the 8th wave of data collected from families initially located within
California, and thus may not be geographically representative of other states or countries.
Specifically, the data was collected within LA County. In 2005, this metropolitan area was
predominately White (77%), evenly split between male and female residents, only 26.6% of
residents held a bachelor’s degree or higher, and the median household income was
approximately $48,500 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005). Additionally, the current study utilized selfreport measures, which may result in some bias, such as the one discussed in regards to the
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intergenerational stake hypothesis. The current study was also limited in the use of archival data
which prevented methodological changes from being implemented that may have aided in
different conceptualizations of the research question(s), such as how ideological beliefs are
measured. As mentioned previously, the measures utilized for both political and religious
ideological beliefs were constrained to more conservative beliefs. The political items included
within the study were limited to financial and national security beliefs, which generally represent
a more limited political view.
Worth mentioning are the differences found when comparing the complete- versus
missing-cases groups following multiple imputation (refer to Table 3). Age of Generation 2 was
found to be significantly different between complete and missing-cases, such that Generation 2
individuals who had missing family data were statistically younger than their counterparts who
had complete family data; however, the reason behind this difference is unclear. Of note are
differences in affectual solidarity ratings with Generation 4 (grandchildren) between complete
and missing cases. Grandparents who had family data missing rated their affectual solidarity as
being lower than those whose family members completed the survey in Wave 8. This may
suggest that families who were removed due to attrition effects may have relational difficulties
that cannot be further explored within the confines of the current study.
As ideological beliefs continue to be discussed both on the familial and societal levels, it
is essential that research continues to examine the impact that these beliefs may have on
intergenerational relations and well-being. Future studies should expand generalizability of these
findings by studying additional demographic features, including possible differences between
more rural and metropolitan areas, racially and ethnically diverse participants, and more recent
generations. Future studies should include a more comprehensive measure of ideological beliefs
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to fully encapsulate the complexity of the subject and its influence on the relation between
affectual solidarity and well-being. When using these measures, deviations in consensual
solidarity may be calculated in a different manner than the absolute value of a difference score.
Beyond specific measures, future studies should consider the impact of religious subgroups, such
as Judaism, Catholicism, Islam, etc. and how these may impact political ideology and familial
connectedness. It is encouraged that this relation between emotional closeness, level of
ideological agreement, and well-being be examined among other generational configurations to
see if perceptions related to these factors influences well-being in other generations as well.
Future studies may consider examining the reciprocity of affectual solidarity within this model as
well, as the complexity between perceptions of the generations on emotional closeness may yield
different results. Finally, future studies may seek to examine the interaction between other types
of intergenerational solidarity to see their potentially unique effects.
Conclusion
The current study sought to examine the impact of ideological differences on the relation
between emotional closeness and grandparental well-being within intergenerational
relationships. Given the recent spotlight on ideological belief differences among generations
(with particular focus on political and religious beliefs), it is worth examining the impact that it
has within families and on the mental health of family members. The research findings revealed
that emotional closeness between grandparents, their children, and their grandchildren positively
influences grandparental well-being overall. Findings also revealed that religious differences
between grandparents and grandchildren negatively influenced grandparental well-being. While
ideological differences were not found to moderate the relation between emotional closeness and
well-being in grandparents, the model fit was found to be excellent in both generational models.
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This suggests that future studies could utilize these models to conceptualize the potential relation
between study variables on similar data. In sum, the study contributes to the continuously
growing body of literature on intergenerational family considerations. Due to the ever-changing
ideological landscape within America, it is essential to continue examining the impact that
religious and political differences may have on families. Additional research could inform
interventions related to effective communication between generations, which could resolve
conflict and limit negative effects on familial well-being.
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APPENDIX A
AFFECTUAL SOLIDARITY MEASURE
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1. Taking everything into consideration, HOW CLOSE do you
feel is the relationship between you and your study
(child/grandchild) at this point in your life?

1 = Not at all close
2 = Not too close
3 = Somewhat close
4 = Pretty close
5 = Very close
6 = Extremely close

2. How is COMMUNICATION between yourself and this
study (child/grandchild) - exchanging ideas or talking about
things that really concern you at this point in your life?

1 = Not at all good
2 = Not too good
3 = Somewhat good
4 = Pretty good
5 = Very good
6 = Extremely good

3. Overall, how well do you and this study (child/grandchild)
GET ALONG TOGETHER at this point in your life?

1 = Not at all well
2 = Not too well
3 = Somewhat well
4 = Pretty well
5 = Very well
6 = Extremely well

4. How well do you feel you UNDERSTAND this study
(child/grandchild)?

1 = Not at all well
2 = Not too well
3 = Somewhat well
4 = Pretty well
5 = Very well
6 = Extremely well

5. How well do you feel this study (child/grandchild)
UNDERSTANDS YOU?

1 = Not at all well
2 = Not too well
3 = Somewhat well
4 = Pretty well
5 = Very well
6 = Extremely well
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APPENDIX B
POLITICAL CONSENSUAL SOLIDARITY MEASURE
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1. Most people on welfare are lazy; they just won’t do a
good day’s work and so cannot be hired.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

2. It’s man’s duty to work; it is sinful to be idle.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

3. The United States should be ready to answer any
challenge to its power, anywhere in the world.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree
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APPENDIX C
RELIGIOUS CONSENSUAL SOLIDARITY MEASURE
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1. This country would be better off if religion had a
greater influence in daily life.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

2. Every child should have religious instruction.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

3. God exists in the form as described in the Bible.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

4. All people alive today are descendants of Adam and
Eve.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree
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APPENDIX D
CENTER FOR EPIDEMIOLOGIC STUDIES DEPRESSION (CES-D)
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For each of the following statements, check the box that best describes how often you have felt
this way during the past week. DURING THE PAST WEEK:
Rarely or none
of the time
0

A little of
the time
1

A moderate amount
of the time
2

Most or all
of the time
3

1. I was bothered by things that usually don’t bother me.
2. I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor.
3. I felt that I could not shake off the blues even with help from my family or friends.
4. I felt I was just as good as other people.
5. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing.
6. I felt depressed.
7. I felt that everything I did was an effort.
8. I felt hopeful about the future.
9. I thought my life had been a failure.
10. I felt fearful.
11. My sleep was restless.
12. I was happy.
13. I talked less than usual.
14. I felt lonely.
15. People were unfriendly.
16. I enjoyed life.
17. I had crying spells.
18. I felt sad.
19. I felt that people disliked me.
20. I could not get “going.”
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APPENDIX E
BRADBURN AFFECT BALANCE SCALE
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The following sentences describe how people sometimes feel about their lives. DURING THE
PAST FEW WEEKS, did you ever feel: (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH QUESTION)
1. Particularly excited or interested in something?
2. So restless that you couldn’t sit long in a chair?
3. Proud because someone complimented you on something you had done?
4. Very lonely or remote from other people?
5. Pleased about having accomplished something?
6. Bored?
7. On top of the world?
8. Depressed or very unhappy?
9. That things were really going your way?
10. Upset because someone criticized you?
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1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No
1 = Yes
0 = No

APPENDIX F
GENERAL LIFE SATISFACTION ITEMS
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1. I am alone too much.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

2. I don’t have enough friends.

1 = Strongly agree
2 = Agree
3 = Disagree
4 = Strongly disagree

3. Taking everything into consideration, how would you
say things are going for you these days? Do you feel:

1 = Very happy
2 = Pretty happy
3 = Not too happy
4 = Very unhappy
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APPENDIX G
HUMAN SUBJECTS INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL
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